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For the purposes of Fed. R. Civ. P. 56 and similar state rules and statutes, which provide that summary judgment is appropriate 
only if there are no genuine issues of material fact, a disputed fact is material if it affects the rights or liabilities of the parties! 
or might affect or determine the outcome of the suit” under the governing law? if the dispute over it is resolved favorably to 
the nonmovant.* In other words, material facts are those which, if proved, would have the effect of establishing or refuting one 


of the essential elements of a cause of action or defense asserted by the parties.” A similar formulation is that a disputed fact 
is material, for purposes of precluding summary judgment, if it must be decided in order to resolve the substantive claim or 


defense at which the motion is directed.° 


In order to determine materiality, it is necessary first to set forth the contours of the legal issue presented. ’ Thus, the court views 
the evidence through the prism of the controlling legal standard.® The determination of whether a given factual dispute requires 


submission to a jury must be guided by the substantive evidentiary standards that apply to the case.” 
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CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


A factual dispute is material, for purposes of determining whether summary judgment is appropriate, only if it might affect the 
outcome of the suit under governing law. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a). Oberdorf v. Amazon.com Inc., 930 F.3d 136 (3d Cir. 2019). 


A fact is material, as required to survive a motion for summary judgment, if it might affect the outcome of the suit under the 
governing law. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a). Baker v. City of Trenton, 936 F.3d 523 (6th Cir. 2019). 


Materiality requirement for summary judgment ensures that only disputes over facts that might affect the outcome of the suit 
under the governing law will properly preclude the entry of summary judgment. Anderson v. City of Seward, 475 F. Supp. 3d 
986 (D. Alaska 2020). 


At summary judgment stage, a genuine issue of material fact does not spring into being simply because a litigant claims that 
one exists or promises to produce admissible evidence at trial. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56. Ramos v. FCA US LLC, 385 F. Supp. 3d 
1056 (E.D. Cal. 2019). 


The opposing party in a summary judgment motion must demonstrate that the fact in contention is material, i.e., a fact that 
might affect the outcome of the suit under the governing law; the opposing party must also demonstrate that the dispute about 
a material fact is genuine, that is, if the evidence is such that a reasonable jury could return a verdict for the nonmoving party. 
Fed.Rules Civ.Proc.Rule 56(c)(1), 28 U.S.C.A. Sassman v. Brown, 99 F. Supp. 3d 1223 (E.D. Cal. 2015). 


A fact is material, within the meaning of the summary judgment rule, if it would affect the outcome of the suit under the 
governing law. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a). Federal Trade Commission v. Pointbreak Media, LLC, 376 F. Supp. 3d 1257 (S.D. Fla. 
2019). 


On a motion for summary judgment, the applicable substantive law identifies which facts are material. Fed.Rules Civ.Proc.Rule 
56, 28 U.S.C.A. Tucker v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 109 F. Supp. 3d 1350 (N.D. Ga. 2015). 


While there may be facts that are in dispute, summary judgment is appropriate if those facts are not outcome determinative. 
Fed.Rules Civ.Proc.Rule 56(c)(4), 28 U.S.C.A. Shell v. Smith, 38 F. Supp. 3d 991 (S.D. Ind. 2014). 


For a fact to be considered material on a motion for summary judgment, it must have the potential to alter the outcome of the 
case. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a). Takeda Pharmaceuticals U.S.A., Inc. v. Spireas, 400 F. Supp. 3d 185 (E.D. Pa. 2019). 


Substantive law determines which facts are material at the summary judgment stage; only disputes over facts that might affect 
the outcome of the suit under the governing law will properly preclude the entry of summary judgment. Fed.Rules Civ.Proc.Rule 
56(a), 28 U.S.C.A. Jones v. Sharp Electronics Corp., 932 F. Supp. 2d 893 (W.D. Tenn. 2013). 


In a summary judgment proceeding, the substantive law will identify which facts are material. Fed.Rules Civ.Proc.Rule 56(a), 
28 U.S.C.A. Mance v. Holder, 74 F. Supp. 3d 795 (N.D. Tex. 2015). 


In reviewing a motion for summary judgment, a fact is material if its resolution would affect the outcome of the case, and an 
issue is genuine if a trier of fact is required to resolve the parties' differing accounts of the truth, or if the undisputed material facts 


support conflicting reasonable inferences. Indiana Family Institute Inc. v. City of Carmel, 155 N.E.3d 1209 (Ind. Ct. App. 2020). 


For purposes of a summary judgment motion, a fact is material if it has the potential to affect the outcome of the suit, and an 
issue of material fact is genuine when a fact-finder must choose between competing versions of the truth, even if one party's 
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version appears more credible or persuasive. Rules Civ.Proc., Rule 56(c). Day's Auto Body, Inc. v. Town of Medway, 2016 
ME 121, 145 A.3d 1030 (Me. 2016). 


For purposes of a motion for summary judgment, a fact is material if it has the potential to affect the outcome of the lawsuit, 


and a genuine issue of material fact exists when a fact-finder must choose between competing versions of the truth, even if 


one party's version appears more credible or persuasive. Rules Civ.Proc., Rule 56(c). Angell v. Hallee, 2014 ME 72, 92 A.3d 


1154 (Me. 2014). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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